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A Pluralistic Universe. By WILLIAM JAMES. Longmans, Green
& Co., 1909. Pp. vi, 405.

LOKB everything that Prof. James gives us, this course of Hibbert
Lectures on the Present Position of Philosophy has a freshness
and oharm about it which is almost enough to disarm criticism. It
is an eminently distasteful task to set to work, as a oritio must per-
force do, to find flaws in a book whioh has yielded him intense
enjoyment And Prof. James's book is one which, I should imagine,
even these whom it directly attacks cannot help enjoying. It is all
so breezy, so fresh, so alive with humour and happy illustration
that the firmest adherent of the Monism which it lashes so unspar-
ingly could hardly find it in his heart to wish that the scourge had
been laid on with a lighter hand. Prof. James's polemic withal is,
as usual, of that urbane kind which leaves no bitterness behind
it; the wounds he inflicts with so much gusto, like those of the
righteous, are a " precious balm ". For myself, I will add, the book
is something more ; it seems, at least, to make it clearer than the
last published utterances of the author what it is that he finds
fundamentally wrong in the mental attitude whioh he has so long
been denouncing. But before I attempt to indicate what seem to
me to be the essential features of Prof. James's dootrine in its latest
exposition, and some of the difficulties I think I find in it, 1 should
like to refer, in the interests of justice, to one or two minor
blemishes. Prof. James, as it seems to me, has not avoided a
source of unconscious unfairness, the nature of whioh he has him-
self in this very book analysed with great happiness, what one may
call the fallacy of reasoning from a self-made classification. He
complains himself that his opponents, having once set him down
aa a Pluralist, proceed to form their own conception of what the
Pluralist is bound to believe, and then assume that he must hold
every position, however absurd, whioh they have shown to their
own satisfaction to follow from their definition of Pluralism. The
procedure is unjust enough, but the odd thing is that Prof. James
is all along treating hi3 opponents in the very same way. He starts
with his notion of what Monism or Intellectualism must be, a notion
derived apparently from the consideration of views held by one or
two eminent thinkers, such as Spinoza and Mr. Bradley; on the
strength of this notion he frames a general conception of an " ism,"
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Monism or Intellectualism, rubricates a number of thinkers under
either head, and then takes it for granted that the individuals so
rubricated must exhibit the vices of the " ism " to which they have
been assigned. The mo3t stnking illustration of this injustice is
afforded by the treatment meted out to the greatest oi all philoso-
phers. Plato gets set down as an " Tntellectualist," apparently on
the ground that he held right definition to play a fundamental part
in science; then, as Intellectualism is understood by Prof. James
to lpvolve the belief that nothing can be true about a thing except
what is asserted in its definition, Plato is saddled with this ridicu-
lous theory (p. 218), and the " thinness " of Oxford absolute Idealism
is found to be due to the place held by Plato and Aristotle in
the " Greats " curriculum (p. 330). Now all this, let it be said
with the utmost respect for Prof. James, is little better than non-
sense. So far as Plato is widely studied in Oxford at all, it is as
the author of the Republic, just as Aristotle is mainly known as the
author of the Ethics, and if " thinness " means, as it appears to do,
intellectual satisfaction in the contemplation of abstract metaphysical
formulae, it is the last reproach which should have been levelled at
the philosopher who, more than any one before or after him, used
his philosophy as the basis of a searching analysis of social and edu-
cational institutions and a daring scheme for their entire reconstruc-
tion. So, again, Fechner is deservedly praised for his splendid
attempt to frame a positive conception of the hierarchy of beings who
compose the Universe, but Prof. James seems to be quite unaware
that the " world-soul," the " souls " of the planets, the life of plants
are all prominent features of the Platonic view of the \\ orld, and
that most of the analogies, taken from Feohner, by which Prof.
James i ecommends the Tagesansicht of the Universe are to be found
in the Tvmaus. Indeed Prof James might almost have taken as a
motto for his own attack on Monism such a Platonic saying as this:
•" the philosopher must needs therefore refuse his assent to those
who say that the Whole, whether it be one or be many Forms, is
static, while to those who hold that what is is change and nothing
more, he must not so much as listen, but, in the words of the chil-
dren's wish for ' all that is movable and immovable,' he must say
that the one and all is both at once ".

There are other pet views of Prof. James which equally strike me
as due to the same tendency to rely too much on hastily-formed
classifications. For instance, he will have it that Monism and
Idealism are philosophies of the tender-hearted and sentimental,
Materialism and Pluralism of the cynical. It might be a hard mat-
ter to " validate " this belief by an appeal to facts. There does not
seem to have been much sentimentality about Spinoza, and Hegel
and Schopenhauer were not precisely remarkable for tenderness of
heart. And the spiritualist Descartes is about as cynical in his view
of human nature as the materialist Hobbes. Altogether, Prof.
James, in his anxiety to make out that everything is at bottom irra-
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tional, seems to me to exaggerate the influence of temperament in
determining a man's philosophical views. It counts for something,
no doubt, but the mental environment perhaps counts for quite as
much. The man who enjoys a good fight is pretty sure to be a
materialist when the reigning views are spiritualist, and a spiritualist
when they are materialistic. I doubt whether Prof. James himself
would not at this moment be a champion of Monism, if only the
fashion among Professors of Philosophy had happened to favour
Pluralism. And something, after all, has to be allowed to a factor
which Prof. James does his best to ignore, genuine intellectual con-
viction based on what are believed to be rational grounds. Locke
and Herbart, for example, strike one as probably not very greatly
influenced by temperamental bias in their outlook on things.

To come however to closer quarters with Prof. James's argu-
ment. I find it a little difficult to form a clear estimate of its force,
inasmuch as it seems to be directed at once against two distinct
enemies, Monism and Intellectualism. Apparently in Prof. James's
mind the two are logically inseparable. To me it appears that the
conjunction between them is accidental, just as it is a mere accident
that, in the hands of Prof. James, Pluralism allies itself with
Irrationalism. Surely if Rationalism means anything, the greatest
pluralist of the classic German period, Herbart, was a rationalist,
and equally surely the most thoroughly monistic philosophy of the
same age, that of Schopenhauer, is as irrationalistio as the greatest
hater of Rationalism could wish. Indeed, I would suggest that
Monism is itself inherently irrational, and that no philosopher has
ever arrived at the monistio result except at the cost of a breach
with logic. (Belief in logic, it seems, is with Prof. Jame3 the dis-
tinctive mark of the intellectualistic beast See pp. 211-218 of (he
present book.) Hence, while I am willing enough to admit that
Prof. James succeeds in his second and third lectures in making
Monism appear an illogical and absurd thing, I cannot see that bis
success is any proof of the illogicality and irrationality of the uni-
verse. Where the present book does appear to me enlightening is
in the proof it seems to afford that Prof. James only hates Monism
in a secondary and derivative way because he supposes that it is
par iminence the consequence of Intellectualism. What he really
seems to hate for its own sake with a perfectly disinterested hatred
is logic, and the logician's habit of asking for reasons. If I do not
misapprehend his contrast between Hegel and Fechner, his objec-
tion to Hegel is quite as much that he tried to give a reason for the
faith that was in him, as that the reason was a bad one. I suspect
even unqualified Monism would get a great deal more respect from
Prof. James than it does if it were put forward magisterially with-
out any appeal to reason at all. This anti-logical animus is, I most
confess, something I find it exceedingly hard to understand. I
cannot reconcile it with the fact that Prof. James clearly does not
hold bis beliefs merely as a matter of personal taste, because it
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gratifies or amuses him to hold them, but seriously believes them
to be truer and worthier of general acceptance than those which he
wishes to displace. Not only does he make the logical absurdities
of Monism a ground for rejecting it, but he has to construct argu-
ments in order to persuade his audience of the illogicality of the
real. And I presume he would allow it to be an intelligible question
whether th9se arguments are sound or not If it is an intelligible
question, the canons of logic have not been given up "fairly,
squarely and irrevocably ", if they have, surely it is waste of time
for Prof. James to go through the form of pretending to offer us any
grounds for imitating his salto mortals. The abandonment of logic
is not even consistent with the doctrine thit the sole test of a theory
is its "validation " by experience. For, when logic has once gone
"fairly, squarely, irrevocably" by the board, how do we judge
whether a given experience "validates" an hypothesis or not?
You may say, no doubt, that logic deals only with possibilities, and
the real is something more than any mere complex of possibilities,
but it is another thing to deny that, however much more it is, the
real must at least conform to the conditions of possibility. If
Intellectaalism means no more than that an interpretation of life
which cannot justify itself before the understanding must be wrong
somewhere, it seems to me to be so much of a truth as to be a
mere truism. In short, I suspect that Prof. James falls into the
error of supposing that logic is a complete and finished science,
identical with the actual logical doctrines of Aristotle or some other
established authority. How far this is from being the case every-
one who has interested himself in the enormous developments of
logic within the last generation must be well aware. To declare
that facts give the lie to logic because they cannot be adequately
represented by the logical categories at the disposal, say, of Aristotle,
would be like saying that Physics must be thrown overboard because
there are facts which would have seemed paradoxical to the physi-
oist of fifty years ago. Yet Prof. James does not think of arguing
that Physios is discredited by the reappearance of the transmuta-
bility of metals as a scientific possibility.

To put the case as plainly as I can, Prof. James seems to hold
the following curious position : (1) The fate of logic is bound up
with the validity of Zeno's famous paradox of Achilles and the tor-
toise. Logic proves that Achilles can never catch the tortoise;
experience shows that he catches it in a few seconds; ergo logic is
futile. Now, I do not know how to reconcile this reasoning, which
will be found at pages 254-258 of A Pluralistic Universe, with Prof.
James's conversion to the doctrine of Bergson, since it is part of the
Bergsonian theory, and is announced as such by Pi of James him-
self, that the "conceptual logic" which both philosophers treat de
haul en has, owes its existence to its practical usefulness in enabling
us to deal with the geometrical "outside" of things, and thus to
compute, e.g., where, they will be at any moment, though not to
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obtain any insight into their "inner Lie". If this be the case, it
ought to follow that, though " conceptual logio " can give us no
clue to the reasons why Achille? cares to race with the tortoise, nor
to the feelings of the animal when he finds himself beaten, yet if it
says Achille3 will always be behind the tortoise, he will as a matter
of fact always be behind it. And farther, " conceptual logic " does
not prove that Achilles cannot catch the tortoise ; it is for want of
adequate logical analysis of the implications of movement that the
paradoxical conclusion seems to be proved, and if philosophers have
found the refutation of the paradox troublesome,. the reason is
simply that their logic has been bad. The apparent difficulty
arises purely from not seeing that there is a one-to-one correlation
between two infinite series of the same ordinal type, one of which
(the path of the tortoise, as resolved into a series of positions) forms
a proper part of the other (the path of Achilles). The argument,
which, as Prof. James seems not to know, was intended as a
reductio ad absurdum of Pluralism, only looks cogent so long as we
suppose a line to consist of a finite number of indivisible unit lines,
and is dissipated entirely by the modern arithmetic of the trans-
finite.1 Thus the conclusion is only reached by the logically false
assumption that (a + b) > b universally holds good when a and b are
transfinite. Or, to put it more simply still, all that the argument
proves is that Achilles will not overtake the tortoise while it occu-
pies the same position which it occupies at any moment before he
catches it. Altogether, I would suggest that Prof. James's attaok
upon " conceptual logic," so far as it rests on this argument, involves
a mistake as to the precise nature of the limitations of " descriptive
science ". Descriptive science does not lead to the false conclusion
that Achilles cannot overtake the tortoise; it is merely unable to
say how it feels to Achilles to win the race or to the tortoise to lose
it. It describes, but it does not interpret. But the limitations of
descriptive science are not necessarily limitations of logio. They
only become so if you assume, as Bergson and James seem to do,
that jogic cannot be applied to the study of types of relation which
are teleological. In fact, what Prof. James seems to be assuming is
that there are no concepts but those of mechanics. But if " good,"
"evil," "purpose," "attainment," "defeat" are not concepts, then
frankly I do not know what a concept is. And once more, I
repeat, I find it odd that the philosopher who taught that the Good
is the ultimate principle of intelligence, life, and existence itself
should be singled out for something almost like abuse as the
originator of a type of thinking which shuts us up in a dosed circle
of bloodless categories.

The same misconceptions seem to me to affect the attack on
another of Zeno's arguments, the proof that the tip of the flying
arrow is " at rest". In the sense that at any one moment the

1 See Russell, Principle* of Mathematics, i., p. 360, for it clear exposition
of the whole nutter.
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arrow-point is at just one position and at no other, this is obviously
true. Motion, as wo require the notion for science, is just the co-or-
dination of successive positions one-to-one with successive moments,
and no more. It is true that the analysis does not interpret the
facts by revealing what it feels like to move, but that is not Prof.
James's objection to it. He objects to it as a description, because
it does not tell us Iww the arrow gets from one point to another. In
other words, logic is to be dispensed with because it cannot tell us
what "becoming is made of," a question which Prof. James and
Bergson have equally to leave unanswered for the good reason that
it is unmeaning. If we are to get nd of every science which
cannot show us how one moment " sprouts out of" its predecessors,
what will be left?

(2) Another curious feature of Prof. James's argument is the
assumption that any one who refuses to abandon logic, that is, to
give up serious thinking, must be committed to the belief that no
one thing is really connected with any other thing, or that, at least,
no one thing can be related to a third thing, if it is already related
to a second. Here again, I profess myself unable to see the conse-
quence, and I suspect that it is only made plausible by the assump-
tion that rigid Monism is the necessary outcome of faith in reason.
To be sure, you do arrive at some such strange consequences if you
take it for granted, as the Monist pur sang does, that the only
intelligible kind of connexion is that of subject with predicate,
because then it follows at once, first that there can be only one
thing, or subject of predication, and next that the predicates of this
thing cannot ever be related among themselves, since they are ex
hypothesi predicates of it, and not of one another. But why is it
logical to suppose that the only intelligible relation is connexion of
subject with attribute ? Or why, seeing there are other types of
relation, are they to be excluded from the purview of logic, merely
because they cannot be dealt with by the old-fashioned logic of the
syllogism ? And again, why should the alleged continuity of sen-
sible erperience be made a ground for pronouncing logic incapable
of dealing with it? Is it meant that a continuum as such lies
beyond the power of logic to analyse or define ? If it is so meant,
the significance of the work of Cantor in defining the number-con-
tinuum, the only standard we have of perfect continuity, must bo
wholly ignored.

(3) Far the most interesting and singular feature of the book,
however, is Prof. James's remedy for the philosophical sterility
which he finds characteristic of currant Oxford thought; and which
he puts down to Oxfordian respect for logic, while I should prefer
to charge it upon Oxford's sublime indifference to the vaster logic
which lies outside the narrow bounds of that doctrine of Syllogism
to which Mr. Bradley's successors have returned in spite of his
example and precept. The remedy lies in an immediate acceptance
of the ideas of M. Bergson. That Prof. James should avow his

3 7
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personal conversion to the theories of his brilliant youngor colleague
is, of course, a mo3t interesting fact, but I doubt if his narrative of
the way in which he has, for the present, found peace will do much
to make acceptance of the new gospel much easier to those of us to
whom M. Bergson's own utterances have not brought enlighten-
ment or conviction. To begin with, we are perhaps far from sure
that the disjunction " Bergson or an unintelligible Absolute " is a
<»mplete one. And in the next place, the directions of Bergson and
Prof. James to the neophyte who seeks escape from the body of
death of Monism are far from explicit. He is to "dive into " the
stream of sensible experience, and he will find it a continuum, in
whioh the artificial "outs " made by scientific analysis and its con-
ceptual logic vanish, a many-in-one in which every element, because
related to every other, " is its own other," as completely as the most
ferveat Hegelian could wish. In particular, all the difficulties
which Prof. James himself, when he was writing what after all,
even against his will, remains his master-work, pointed out in the
notion of mental states •which compound themselves into a single
consciousness, will cease to trouble. He will then understand how
my sensations and yours can of themselves fuse to form the ex-
perience of the "earth-soul," and the experiences of the sun and
his planets to form that of the soul of our system, and is even at
liberty to think, if he likes, of a God whose consciousness is made
by the fusion of all mental states, a regular Nee-Platonic " soul of
the whole," though this supreme soul is apparently for Prof. James
what an old Greek thinker called the moon, a "corker" m the
cosmic boat. In a word the way will be open to admission of the
whole mythology of Fechner.

Now I have myself a great and long-standing admiration of
Fechner's mythology, all the more because most of it oomes straight
out of Prof. James's enemy, Plato, but I am not so sure that I
have an equal admiration for the short cut by which Prof. James
reaches it. I doubt very muoh if it is ever the business of philo-
sophy to invent short-circuit routes to its results. "Dive into the
stream of sensible experience," says Prof. James, and by this I
suppose he means that we are to revert to the stand-point of pure
immediate expenenoe, aa it is felt before the fatal work of analysis
has ever begun. It is his own metaphor that we are to ".become
as little children " to enter into the kingdom of Truth. But, as I
remember, it is also Prof. James's own teaching that the world is to
the little child " one big, buzzing, blooming confusion ". Is it not
reasonable, then, to think that if we mean to reach a view in whioh
the confusion has become something fairly intelligible and com-
municable to others, we must not merely dive into the stream, but
come up again with our report of the pearls we have found at its
bottom ; we may become little children, if we can, but it should be
our aim as philosophers, no less than as Christians, to grow into
the stature of, the perfect man. What we need is not to do without
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concepts, but to supply ourselves with better ones. Moreover, I
feel, like Nicodemus, a doubt whether the " new birth " is even'
possible. Prof. James, at any rate, never seems to have taken his
own prescription quite seriously. What he gives us, in the place
of Monism, is not pure unanalysed experience, but experience
analysed just so far as it commonly is analysed by the ordinary
man under the pressure of the immediate practical affairs of life.
His " vision " of the world is already one in which relations,
though not isolated from their terms (did any sane person ever
really perform such a feat of \<opuriuK 7), are distinguished from
them, things distinguished from their qualities and positions, and
so forth. He never really gets back to the primitive " buzzing,
blooming oonfusion " at all; if he did, of course, his result would
have become too intimately personal to be even communicable.
Hence we are left entirely in the dark on the question why analysis
should be carried just so far as to yield the kind of view Prof.
James wants, but checked the moment it tends to go any farther.
As a point of historical justice, it is strange that nothing should be
said about the classic effort of Avenanus to construct precisely what
Prof. James wants, a philosophy of " pure experience " minus all
conceptual hypothesis, or about Prof. Ward's criticism of Monism,
the results of which must, one would think, be wholly to the
author's liking. Perhaps, however, the crime of Avenarius and
Ward is that they make the attempt to justify their results to the
understanding.

Frankly, I am amazed that Prof. James should imagine that the
reality he describes has been purged of conceptual elements and
brought back to the htate of inarticulate sensation. To begin
with, if you take the concrete moment of experience iu all its
detail, concepts figure in it as constituents no less than sensations
The concepts on which my mind is dwelling as I write these lines
are just as much part of the total object present to me as the
colours of the trees or the notes of the thrushes of which I am at
this moment " marginally " aware. And, to take only the most
general term in Prof. James's description of the moment, the word
"continuum," if this is not the name of a very complex conception
indeed, pray what does it stand for ? I do not say a word against
the stress laid upon the fact of immediate awareness and its supreme
importance, nor do I deny that many of our Oxford thinkers, though
emphatically not Mr. Bradley, have gone grievously wrong by
trying to " mediate " everything. Nor do I deny that the total
moment of immediate experience is incapable of being put together
again out of the elements reflection detects in it, just as a living
creature is incapable of being made from the " elements " into
which the chemist decomposes it. But I do say that philosophy is
not life, but reflection upon life, and that the philosopher's business
is not simply to live,—that we all have to do,—but to interpret life,
and that interpretation without conoepts is impossible. Prof.
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James speaks, and speaks truly, of the worth of " sympathetic
insight" for the interpretation of the life of Nature, but we must
not forget that the " insight " is as important in the process as the
" sympathy ". An Oxford tradition, possibly still existent, used to
ascribe to Lewis Nettleship the saying, " How few of us really
know what it would be like to be a triangle t " And, one may add,
" How few of us know what it would be like to be a daisy, or to be
the earth ". Meanwhile, if we are to philosophise about the matter,
we must at least be in a position to judge which of the conflicting
divinations offered for our acceptance shows most "insight". We
seem to be in danger just now of a reaction against systematic hard
thinking. The demand seems to be for what Prof. James calls a
" vision," an imaginative presentation of things which appeals to the
emotions, but few seem to care whether the vision has any claim
to be accounted veridical. Meanwhile those of us who cling to the
conviction that the philosopher at least ought to give some ground for
the acceptance of his vision, may at least comfort ourselves with
the thought that on our view progress remains possible. We may
not enjoy the distinction of the prophet, but we can at least hope
that, as the contradictions and illogicalities of our conceptual scheme
are realised, the vision of our successors will be clarified. But when
logic has been dismissed, lock, stock and barrel, what is left to look
for but a succession of "philosophies," like those of the German
period of fermentation, each of which displaces its predecessor for
no better reason than as this year's fashion, which is no more
beautiful nor convenient, throws last year's fashion into the shade,
or, I may say, as Prof. James, the great Pluralist, tries to wear the
garb of Bergson the Monist, because it is " the newest mode, imported
direct from Paris ". To vary the phrase, Prof. James seems to me
to hunger for the fine flour from God's mills, but to be too impatient
of the slow turning of the wheels. And so we find him in his pen-
ultimate lecture willing to accept even the Absolute at any rate as
a distant connection, provided no -proof of identity is produced,
while in the " last scene of all," we see the Absolute once more
dismissed with disgrace, and are left with a plurality of finite
"gods," each doing the best he can for himself and his little
private state in the " federal republic " which calls itself the Uni-
verse, much as another federal republic sometimes arrogates to itself
the name America. Yet there are some of us who think that the
Federal Republic is not the ideal form of government, and Aristotle,
it will be remembered, opted for "one god " on the ground of the
advantages of monarchy.

This last lecture, with its undisguised bid for clerical support,
suggests some interesting reflections. Prof. James truly says that
no philosophy can be on the right lines unless it takes adequate
account of our " religious experience ". And I suspect that this is
actually the real reason why the clergy, as he seems to complain,
have not tak^n his philosophy so seriously as he could wish. Some-
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how or other, while I find all that Prof. James writes about religion
fall of interest, he has always seemed to me not to apprehend the
Christian position from the inside and with " sympathetic insight ".
In the present work, I see no hint that the Christian conception of
God means to him anything different from a sentimental variety of
Deism, and the clergy, after all, suppose themselves to be Chris-
tians. From their point of view, just the all-important point in the
relation of God to man, is one on which Prof. James has nothing to
say, that God has become man, and that the God-inan has " over-
come the world ". This is what the " gods " of Prof. James have
never done, each of them is " limited' by an environment iu the
face of which he is partly impotent, and which must therefore he
regarded as to an unknown extent hostile; he has not " overcome,"
and there is no guarantee that he ever will. For all that the
"vision " gives us, our special "god" may find himself bankrupt
at any moment like the President of a South American republic.
Nay, it is always in my personal power to make him bankrupt, if I
will only doggedly refuse to measure good and evil by his standard.
It may be urged that at any rate even so powerless a being, inas-
much as we can be fellow-workers with him, is less of a disappoint-
ment to religiously-minded men than the Absolute who has no
fellows, and in whose hand we are mere clay in the hands of the
potter. But is the disjunction, no God with whom we can have
sooial relations, or a God of the polytheistic stamp, a complete one 9

The very facts of abnormal psychology to which Prof. James appeals
for examples of the " compounding of mental states " seem to me
to suggest a third possibility. For what some of them indicate is
that while two personalities may both possess a common immediate
expeiience, the total reaction of each on that experience may be
different. One " self " may know directly the inmost thoughts and
desires of the other, and yet may distinguish itself from that other
and dislike or be amused by i t

What if this should be the type of relation between God and other
centres of immediate experience ? Then the immediate experience
of God would include that of each " finite " centre, and yet God
might distinguish Himself from each and all, and might, while
e.g. immediately knowing all my motions of sinful desire, hate their
sinfulness with a perfect hatred. God would, indeed, be the All-in-
all, but He would not be all, He would have His environment, a
social one made up of all other experiences, but it would contain no
element of the unknown and unprovided for. The sti uggle against
"the world, the flesh, and the devil" in me would be most fully
real, and yet by what theologians call the "graceof God" provision
would be made at every moment for the final viotory. Such an
alternative seems to me at once as legitimate as either of those
which Prof. James contemplates, and, from the clerics' point of
view, to do much fuller justice to the religious experience which
finds expression in the cry, " If God be for us, who can be against

3 7 * 38
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us?" Prof. Jame3 seems to forget that the Christian experience
of God is not expressed whole and entire in the first article of the
Creeds.

Incidentally, let me observe tbat in his new-found zeal for the
" self-compounding of consciousness," Prof. James seems to stretch
the principle to cover much that does not fall under it. It is even
invoked to explain how A and B can both see the same sun, a fact
whioh is oddly assumed to be unintelligible to the believer in logic.
But in this case there is really no question of one mental state
figuring as the content of two experiences in virtue of two acts of
" self-compounding ". A's sensation remains private to A and B's
to B, just as A's retina is not B's nor B's retina A's. What is
common is the Bun which is seen, and this is not a " content" at
all, but a physical object perceived through sensation. And the
" intellectualist" treatment of the matter is quite simple. It con-
sists in observing that there are such things as one-many relations,
relations in which one term can stand at once to several. It is
really no more contrary to logic that the same sun should be seen
by both A and B than it is that the same man should owe money
to both of them. Yes, you say, but is not your method of meeting
the case as empirical as Prof. James oould -wish ? I own at once
that it is, and that all methods are, in the end, empirical. The
only way to establish the being of a certain type of relation is to
point to examples of i t But an empirical method is one thing,
empiricism as a philosophy is another. You are following the
empirical method when you establish the fact that there are prime
numbers by pointing to 2 or 3 as examples. You would be accept-
ing empiricism as a philosophy if you argued that we cannot be
sure that there are not other even primes besides 2, because we
have never examined each even number. The contemptuous
rejection of logic makes Prof. James not merely a follower of the
empirical method but an empiricist.

A word further as to the doctrine of the self-compounding of
sensations to which Prof. James now confesses himself a convert.
Surely it is an odd thing to give this name to the mere fact that
many distinct constituents are present in a total moment of con-
sciousness. As I look out of my window at this moment, I see a
number of trees on the opposite side of the lane. But, when I try
to analyse the fact, I find no traces of anything which can be
called self-compounding. The trees do not " compound" them-
selves, they simply are there simultaneously. And my knowledge
of their being there does not seem to be " self-compounded " of the
individual knowledges of the presence of the separate trees; it is a
single knowledge which has all the trees together for its object, an
individual attitude of a knower to a complex whole. To drag in
the isolated "sensation " as the knower of its.own particular object
seems to me to be a flagrant example of that abuse of conceptual
hypothesis against whioh Prof. James's book is w prolonged protest.
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In the nearest approaches I can make towards the recovery of a
primitive experience which is to be all "immediate," I never find
myself coming upon a sensation as the knower of anything. It is
always I that know, however ill-discriminated the constituents of
the known object may be. The very existence of the sensations
through whose instrumentality I know seems to me a relatively
late conceptual hypothesis which can only be verified by indirect
argumentation. And this suggests to me that, from what Prof.
James calls an " intellectualist" standpoint, the unity of the one
and the many presents no difficulty. The many distinguishable
things arc one for me so far as I attend to them in one act. That
is, they are one in virtue of a teleological principle of subjective
interest Whoever has formed the concept of interest or end, has,
it seems to me, already at his disposal a conceptual category
exhibiting plurality in unity. (And, in fact, I find that, once more
following the much-decried Plato, it is only in virtue of reference to
an end, by the light of the " good," that I can conceive of the Uni-
verse as one.) I venture to suggest, then, that Prof. James is not
really called upon to make his recantation, and to express a hope
that he may yet see reason to recall the recantation. To my mind,
what he himself admits as a possibly fruitful departure, the reintro-
ductton of the "soul" into our psychological thinking is what is
really required to deliver us from the rival phantoms of the All-
knower of whom we are merely states, and the sensations which
are no one's and yet by " fusion " make a some one to whom they
can pretend to belong. This last line of thought surely must end,
with every one who has not thrown logic " fairly and squarely over-
board," in proving the self to be mere illusion. It would be a
singularly urbane instance of the irony of Fate if some suoh result
were to be the last word of Pragmatism.

I have already said so muoh that I must forbear to add any
remarks on Prof. James's Appendices whioh deal with the important
concepts of Relation, Activity and Change. And there are still
many topics in the lectures themselves which I have had most
unwillingly to pass over. I hope I have at least made it clear that
Prof. James has once more given us a book of great interest and
fascination, however gravely I may doubt if the line he follows is
likely to lead to steady progress towards a truer conception of the
world. And I should like to lay emphasis on this last point for a
particular reason. There is no charge whioh " Pragrnatists " and
" Humanists " are fonder of bringing against the " rationalist" than
that of want of faith, unwillingness to believe where we cannot
prove. Yet surely there is no nobler or more inspiring faith than
the faith in reason itself and the belief which it carries along with
it that bit by bit those who seek shall find. No sane rationalist,
least of all Plato, has ever thought that he has learned all that
there is to be known ; his belief is simply that loyalty to reason is
the right way to the attainment of truth, and that those who follow
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that way after him will get nearer than himself to the light, and
may perhaps be helped to do so by his own words and deeds.
This may seem a tamer method of progress than the taking of
erratic leaps in the dark, but is it not written in the sayings of the
wise, Claudus in via antecedit cursorem extra viam ?

A. E. TAYLOR

National Idealism and a State Church : a Constructive Essay vn
Religion. By STANTON COIT, Ph.D. London : Williams and
Norgate, 1907. Pp. ix, 386.

National Idealism and the Book of Common Prayer : an Essay in
Re-interpretation and Revision By STANTON COIT, Ph.D.
London: Williams and Norgate, 1908. Pp. xxv, 467.

IT is commonly stated (for instance, by Prof. Watson in his re-
cent important work) that religion includes a creed, a ritual, and
a life. Philosophical writers, naturally enough, have usually given
their attention mainly to the question of creed, placing life next in
importance, and giving very little prominence to the subject of ritual.
Dr. Coit has on the whole reversed this order. Ritual stands with
him in the forefront, and is considered primarily in its bearing
on life, while the discussion of creed, though by no means absent,
is relegated to the background. In a philosophical journal, how-
ever, it seems best to observe the usual order. Accordingly, I in-
tend, in this review, to give some account, first of all, of Dr. Coit's
creed, then of his general view of.life, and only after that to notice
briefly what he has to say about ritual. In other words, it is bis
metaphysical and ethical presuppositions that must claim our chief
attention, rather than his application of these to the practical or-
ganisation of a church.

A laige part of the significance of these books lies of course in the
fact that they are a declaration of faith by the recognised leader of
the ' ethical movement' in this country; and they are specially im-
portant as an indication of the way in which that movement may
be connected with the general development of religious life and
thought in our time. They bring out its connexion, not only with
the Eeligion of Humanity and with Agnosticism, with which it is
more particularly apt to be associated, but also with some of the
more recent lines of growth within the Catholic Church, the Church
of England, and the various dissenting bodies; and, in a more
negative way, with Theosophy and Spiritualism. They show, in
particular, its close relation to the teaching of Seeley and Matthew
Arnold, to the ' Modernists,' to the Broad Churoh movement, and
to what is commonly described as the ' New Theology'. It should
be borne in mind, however, that the books are iu no sense a mani-
festo of the ethical societies. Their leading tenets have been hotly
assailed by some of those most intimately associated with the work
of these societies—especially by Mrs. Gildland Husband in a critical
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